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ABSTRACT 
The role of individuals in the innovation process is highlighted as system integrator and/or 
champion in literature, however, little is known about championing role of a project manager. 
Our contention is that the role of the project manager (PM) is essentially of a champion to 
enable innovation and achieve desired project performance in construction project 
environment. Hypothesizing that championing behavior is determined by a number of 
individual and situational factors, which in turn effects on level of innovation and project 
performance, we used correlation and regression analysis to test the hypotheses. A survey 
was carried out with project managers and project team members in 32 building and civil 
engineering projects in Singapore to test the hypothesized relationships. The results 
corroborate the importance of championing behavior to fostering innovation and achieve 
better project performance.  
 
Keywords: Innovation, Project Performance, Project Manager, Champion, Construction, 
Regression  
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Innovation is a process that begins with problem recognition and the generation of novel or 
adopted ideas or solutions (Kanter 1988). Not surprisingly, the realization of innovation 
happens only when these ideas are implemented in projects. However, there are many 
barriers and limitations in successful innovation. This is due to inherent characteristics of 
construction (Nam & Tatum 1988). Nevertheless, novelty, complexity and dynamic nature of 
problems encountered on projects provide ample opportunities for innovation (Nam & Tatum 
1992). Researchers agree in general that proper organizational climate can foster innovation 
(Tatum, 1986).  
 
Based on the definitions found in the literature (Van de Ven 1986; Damanpour 1991), we 
define innovation as the generation, development and implementation of new ideas 
perceived to be new by the organization. It also encompasses adoption and implementation 
of products or processes developed outside the organization. 
 
An innovative organization has all or some of the critical work functions: idea generating, 
entrepreneuring or championing, project leading, gate-keeping, sponsoring or coaching 
(Roberts & Fusfeld 1981). Some roles like idea generation need to be fulfilled by more than 
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one person, whereas, championing or project leading need to be fulfilled by key individuals. 
Construction is a project-based process. Accordingly, the role of champion is different from 
production process in other types of organizations (Tatum 1989). This paper argues that the 
role of a project manager (PM) is essentially of a champion to increase level of innovation 
on construction site and achieve better project performance. Championing role of PMs is 
manifested through their championing behavior, which is defined as PM’s observable 
actions directed toward seeking, stimulating, supporting, carrying, and promoting innovation 
in the project. PM may contribute to all or some of the following tasks:  
 
 Coordinate and combine the creativeness of project team members and facilitate the 
idea generation efforts by them. 
 Convince and sell innovative ideas to potential allies, and get support and approval 
from them. 
 Integrate information and encourage individuals to work together to generate ideas. 
 Adopt and implement ideas on projects. 
 
 While there are many innovation related studies, only few of them, however, are 
concentrated at a project level. Further, the role of key individuals as a champion who can 
exert great influence in the process of innovation has been mostly neglected (Nam & Tatum 
1997).  After all, previous studies offer little empirical evidences on determinants and 
outcomes of PM’s championing role. Research presented in this paper is therefore designed 
to address these issues. Research hypotheses are postulated and tested against the data 
collected with PMs and project team members from 32 building and civil engineering 
projects in Singapore. The data obtained from the study are analyzed using SPSS and 
results are discussed.  
 
 
2. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
A model shown in Fig. 1 represents the main framework to be used for research. The 
research’s broad hypothesis is that PM’s championing behavior is determined by individual 
and situational variables (factors), which in turn significantly influences project performance 
and level of innovation on project. As applied to this research, individual factors include 
variables such as qualification, experience, and other personality related factors that are 
directly related with PM. Meanwhile, PM has little or no control over situational variables that 
are project specific and organizational related ones. The hypotheses associated with the 
model are discussed below.  
 
2.1 Individual Variables 
 
2.1.1 Problem solving style  
Problem solving style is one’s preferred or characteristics pattern of creativity, problem 
solving and decision-making (Kirton 1976; Goldsmith 1984). Kirton Adaptation-Innovation 
Inventory (KAI) is one of the most versatile measures of problem solving style- a cognitive 
style that is an important determinant of innovative behavior (Sadler-smith 1998). In 
addition, KAI is a measure of personality, stable over time and not easily changed (Kirton 
1976). 
The contention of Kirton’s theory is that everyone can be located on a continuum 
ranging form an ability to “do things better” called adaptive and to “do things differently” 
called innovative. For Kirton (1978), both adaptors and innovators are creative. Adaptors are 
innovative in a narrow range, seeking minor improvements, initiating changes that lie near 
current organizational practices, and pushing boundary incrementally. Innovators, however, 
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proliferate ideas, reconstruct the problem and even existing problem. It is inferred from 
organizational literatures that champions have high innovative orientation. Thus, high level 
of innovative problem solving style should be associated with higher levels of championing 
behavior. Further, innovative project managers may be willing to use innovations on project 
to realize the benefits of them. Researchers also suggest that championing role should be 
linked with the entrepreneurial function (Nam & Tatum 1997; Maidique 1980) that resembles 
with characteristics of innovators. Following above discussion, we thus hypothesize: 
 
Hypothesis 1: The degree to which PMs’ problem solving style is innovative is positively 
related to their championing behavior. 
 
 
Individual Variables
Age
Education
Experience
Qualification
Problem solving style
Influence Tactics
Situational Variables
Contract value
Project duration
Project complexity
Resource supply
Support for innovation
Decision authority
Championing behavior
Project performance
Level of innovation
 
 
Fig. 1: A Research Model 
 
 
2.1.2. Influence tactics 
There are many both theoretical and empirical researches that support influence behaviors 
of champion as part of innovation and issue selling process (Dutton & Ashford 1993; Frost & 
Egri 1991; Howell & Higgins 1990; Howell et al. 1998). Successful champions are able to 
influence important players in their organizations to envision the strategic importance of their 
ideas (Frost & Egri 1991). Champions engage in a host of influence tactics - they develop a 
vision and express excitement and encourage others (Markham 2001). The four tactics 
namely, rational persuasion, inspirational, consultation and coalition building may be the 
most appropriate tactics for champions in influencing targets in organization (Yukl et al. 
1993; Yukl & Tracy 1992; Lee & Sweeney 2001). However, the use of influence tactics 
varies as is used with subordinates, peers and superiors to achieve desired objectives (Yukl 
et al. 1995). The tactics are also effective to implement major strategies, introducing 
innovations (Yukl & Falbe 1990). 
 
From the discussion thus far, it implies that PMs could also use a variety of influence 
tactics depending upon the target and purpose. As contractual requirements and the 
specifications have already set the desired project performance criteria for contractor, PM is 
expected to take action to meet expected performance level. This may be achieved by 
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influencing team members and key project individuals. Following above discussions, we 
thus hypothesize:  
 
Hypothesis 2: The use of influence tactics is positively related to championing behavior.  
 
2.2 Situational Variables 
 
2.2.1 Organizational climate for innovation  
Organizational climate is often described in terms of psychological climate. It is a multi-
dimensional construct and can be conceptualized and operationalized at the individual level 
(Glick 1985; Koys & DeCotiis 1991). Organizational climate represents the cognitive 
interpretation of an organizational situation perceived by individuals and signals they receive 
concerning organizational expectations for behavior and potential outcomes of the behavior 
(James et al. 1990; James & Sells 1981; Scott & Bruce 1994). The signals project team 
members receive from the organization about the expectations for innovation play a crucial 
role in activating or inhibiting innovation. The ways organizations signal an expectation for 
innovation is by providing resources and support for innovation (Kanter 1988; Amaible 
1997). Supportive organizational climate can also motivate team members if their efforts and 
successes are properly acknowledged and rewarded (Mitropoulos & Howell 2001). In 
addition, availability of resources that could be used for other than operational expenses, 
and organizational culture that values innovation are reported to drive innovative behavior of 
organizations (Mitropoulos & Tatum 2000). It is therefore argued that PMs’ perception of the 
project environment in terms of support for innovation and resource supply is crucial to 
understand their championing behavior. Above discussion leads to following hypotheses: 
 
Hypothesis 3: The degree to which individuals perceive project climate as supportive of 
innovation is positively related with PM’s champion behavior  
Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relationship between resource supply and PM’s 
championing behavior.  
 
2.2.2 Decision authority of PM 
It is learnt from literature that delegation of autonomy and decision authority to the 
employees is most important for success of innovation. Furthermore, it has been reported 
that successful innovations are indicated by the champions who hold positions of authority 
as well as power beyond authority (Nam & Tatum 1997). In light of that PMs who have 
enough authority and decision power would presumably have sufficient control on project, 
and therefore, are likely to exhibit championing behavior. It is also possible that PMs’ 
involvement in making a decision about work done on site will increase their championing 
episode. This is because they will see such decisions are their decisions and try harder to 
make them succeed. This leads to hypothesis: 
 
Hypothesis 5: PM’s decision authority is positively related with championing behavior. 
 
2.3 Outcomes of Championing Behavior  
Available researches in construction provide little evidence relating PM’s championing 
behavior with project performance. However, the presence of extant literature investigating 
the relationship between champion behavior and project performance in manufacturing and 
R&D organizations provide support of such relationship. A number of studies reported that 
champion behavior is positively related to project performance (Howell et al. 1998; Howell & 
Shea 2001). Kessler & Chakrabarti (1996) argue that positive role played by champion on 
product innovation process through multitudes of championing activities is vital.  
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  In regards to construction project, innovation is initiated by generating useful ideas 
by individuals to address challenges and problems encountered at work to meet desired 
performance level. For example, significantly delayed construction schedule will make PM 
look for new methods to improve schedule performance. PM’s orientation towards 
innovation could possibly influence construction innovations in three ways. First, PM forces 
team members to increase innovative efforts. This could arise when team members are not 
paying attention to develop new ideas to address project challenges. In this situation, PM 
can trigger the action thresholds of team members managing attention of them toward 
innovation. Second, PM facilitates idea generation among team members.  PM thus could 
encourage and promote generation of new ideas by motivating and inspiring team members. 
Third, PM’s championing directly facilitates the implementation of internally generated 
and/or imitated ideas on project. All these championing roles could increase the project 
performance and level of innovation on project. We thus hypothesize: 
 
Hypothesis 6: There will be a positive relationship between PM’s championing behavior 
level of innovation. 
Hypothesis 7:  PM’s championing behavior will be positively related with project 
performance. 
 
2.4 Control Variables 
We included several individual and situational control variables in the model that may 
influence championing behavior. The individual factors considered in the model are PM’s job 
experience and education. It has been reported that knowledge gained from experience in 
previous projects and education of champion is important (Tatum 1987, Nam & Tatum 
1997), which also helps to overcome the risk and uncertainties innovation may bring. 
Meanwhile, in addition to individual factors, there exist other situational factors such as 
project size and complexity of the project that may influence the model framework. These 
factors influence the volume of innovative ideas to be generated during the construction 
project period.  It has been recognized that the project in which a company engages offers 
internal source of new ideas (Winch 1998; Nam &Tatum 1992). This is because technical 
challenges on a construction project demand innovative methods for improved performance 
(Tatum 1984).  
 
 
3. METHODS 
 
3.1 Respondents and Data Collection Procedure 
This research survey collected the data from PMs working for general contractors operating 
in Singapore and three of their project team members in each of the project. The list of 
projects was compiled from Building and Construction Authority web site, contacts made 
with Housing and Development Board (HDB) and through personal contacts. 
Communication was first established with contractors of their willingness to participate for 
the survey. Finally, survey questionnaires were delivered to 67 projects. In total, the 
response was obtained from 32 projects, for which 32 PMs and 94 project team members 
responded.  
 
3.2 Survey Measures 
The framework used for measurement of the variables is presented in Table 1. To ascertain 
the valid measure of championing behavior, 33 items used in the championing behavior 
construct were subjected to principal components analysis using SPSS 11.0. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Oklin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) was 0.87, exceeding the recommended  
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Table 1: Variables Measurement Framework 
 
Variables / factors 
 
 
Measurement framework 
 
Experience Experience factor of PM was assessed using the time spent in the construction 
industry, the present company, and as a PM. 
 
Qualification  Qualification level was measured by PM’s highest academic degree. 
 
Problem solving style  PM’s innovativeness was measured using 32 items of the Kirton Adaptation-
Innovation Inventory (Kirton 1976) on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “very easy” 
to “very hard”. 
 
Influence tactics 
 
 
 
 
Organizational climate 
for innovation 
This was measured by 13 items based on the work of Kipnis et al. (1980), Yukl and 
Falbe (1990) and Yulk et al. (1995). Project managers were asked to indicate how 
often they used each of the influence tactics in a scale of five (1 = never to 5 = 
usually).  
 
It was measured using the 22 items developed and validated by Scott and Bruce 
(1994) on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Minor changes have 
made to the items to suit for construction project environment. This measure has two 
dimensions, namely, support for innovation and resource supply. The support for 
innovation is assessed with 16 items measuring the degree to which individuals 
viewed the organization as open to change, supportive of new ideas from members, 
and tolerant of member diversity, whereas the dimension resource supply is assessed 
with six items measuring the degree to which resources (i.e., personnel, funding, time 
etc.) are perceived as adequate in the organization. 
 
Decision-making 
authority 
It was measured on the basis of scale developed by Dulaimi (1990) where PMs are 
asked to indicate the degree of influence they have in decisions made about the work 
on their site on a scale of 1 (virtually no influence) to 5 (a very great deal of influence). 
The statements included items such as the process of selection of subcontractors, 
equipment, materials, work activities and workers, modifying existing designs or cost 
plans. 
 
Project characteristics Project characteristics were assessed through a series of questions related to the size 
of the project (in terms of contract value and the duration of the project), and the 
complexity of the project. The latter is measured as the perception of the PM of the 
complexity of the project on a scale of 1 (not complex at all) to 7 (very complex). 
  
PM’s championing 
behavior 
It was assessed using 33 items. 13 items were taken from work of Howell et al. 
(1998). We added 20 items to the championing behavior construct. The items 
included provide a more comprehensive definition of championing behavior of PM. 
Project team members are asked to rate the championing behavior of their respective 
PM on a scale of 1 (not at all) to five (frequently). 
 
Project performance Project performance was measured by 12 subjective measures based on cost, time, 
client satisfaction, safety, productivity, learning within the project, project team 
satisfaction, continuous improvement and enabling innovation and competitive 
advantages. This research argues that these measures are more comprehensive and 
capture both the PM driven project as well as organizational objectives. Project team 
members assessed project performance as to the extent they perceive the project to 
have satisfied a particular criteria on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (a great deal).  
 
Level of innovation It was measured by three items developed by Lewis-Beck (1977) to assess the 
innovativeness of the project. The items include statements to the extent the project 
has utilized the most adequate equipment and materials, new construction methods or 
techniques, and the application of new ideas in the planning, organizing and 
management of work on site on a scale of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). 
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value of 0.6 and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p = 0.000), supporting the 
factor analysis. Principal components analysis revealed the presence of six components 
with eigenvalues exceeding 1. However, an inspection of the component matrix revealed 
that most of the items loaded on three factors.  Interpretation of the scree plot also 
suggested that three factors should be extracted.  
 
The three factors solution explained 59.7% of the variance in championing behavior 
construct. Only items that loaded strongly on a single factor with loadings close to 0.70 as 
recommended by Nunnally (1978) were retained. 12 items either failed to load substantially 
to any of the factors or loaded on more than one factors, and thus removed from the 
analysis. The analysis that left 21 items for championing behavior construct, were used for 
further analysis. The Cronbach alpha for retained measure was 0.93. The three factors were 
interpreted as follows.  
 
 Stimulates for innovation (Factor 1) – This factor represents PM’s action towards 
promoting innovative ideas on project. 
 Demonstrates commitment in the innovation process (Factor 2)- This factor displays 
PM’s conviction for innovation by taking risk, showing confidence and commitment. 
 Leads the innovation process (Factor 3)- This factor demonstrates PM’s leadership 
role to co-ordinate with project team members and project entities, getting their 
support and involvement in the process to make innovation happen. 
 
 
4. DATA ANALYSIS 
The collected data were analyzed using statistical software SPSS 11.0 for windows. 
Bivariate Pearson correlation was done to assess the relationships among the variables. We 
also analyzed two separate regression analysis with championing behavior as an 
independent variable, and project performance and level of innovation as dependent 
variables. The results of the analyses are discussed below.   
 
4.1 Results and Discussions 
Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations for the study variables are presented in Table 
2. All the hypothesized variables but problem solving style correlated with dependent 
variables. The variables most highly related with championing behavior were resource 
supply (r = 0.37, p < .01) and project performance (r = 0.60, p < 0.01). 
 
Hypothesis 1 saying that innovative problem solving style is positively related with 
championing behavior was not supported. The mean KAI score was found as 87.62 (SD = 
14.28), which is less than the theoretical mean score of 95, indicates adaptive problem 
solving style of project managers at large. KAI construct contains three sub-constructs 
namely, sufficiency vs. Proliferation of Originality (O), Efficiency (E), and Rule/Group 
Conformity  (R). The observed score for R factor in this research was 91.03, the highest 
among three. According to Kirton (1978), R factor reflects a preference for operating within 
rules, structures and consensus. Individuals who score high on the R scale are methodical, 
prudent, disciplined and conforming. Not surprisingly, construction project environment 
where PMs are acting mostly resembles the definition of R factor. 
 
The relationship between influence tactics and championing behavior was as 
hypothesized (Hypothesis 2) i.e. more use of influence tactics is associated with higher 
championing behavior (r = 0.20, p = < 0.05). As stated in Hypothesis 3, the perceived 
degree of support for innovation was positively related with championing behavior. 
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Hypothesis 4, which postulated that resource supply would be positively related with 
championing behavior, was supported from the analysis. Hypothesis 5, which posited a 
positive relationship of decision authority with championing behavior was supported (r = 
0.25, p < 0.01). 
 
The results of the regression analyses (Table 3-a) were used to test the hypotheses 
6 and 7. Consistent with Hypothesis 6, positive relationship of championing behavior with 
level of innovation was supported (ß = 0.27, P < 0.05). Hypothesis 7, which postulated 
positive relationship between championing behavior and project performance was supported 
(ß = 0.61, P < .01). Howells et al. (1998) demonstrated that championing behavior was 
positively associated with innovation project performance.  
 
Championing behavior accounted for 36.5% and 6.3% variation in project 
performance and level of innovation respectively (see Table 3-b). Relatively low prediction of 
variation in level of innovation by championing behavior could be explained from the fact 
that resource supply, support for innovation and decision authority directly or indirectly effect 
level of innovation. In fact, observation of Table 2 indicates significant correlation of level of 
innovation with these factors. Furthermore, in the analysis, we assumed that there were no 
measurement errors in observed variables. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), which 
provides a unique analysis that simultaneously considers questions of both measurement 
and prediction, will be more appropriate for such type of analysis. Also, due to the cross 
sectional research design, causal relationships cannot be fully appreciated, for which 
longitudinal research is needed.  Despite these shortcomings, the results support the 
relationships hypothesized in the model. 
 
 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Study Variables 
 
Note: N = 94; Correlations with an absolute value greater than 0.19 and 0.27 are significant at p < 0.05 and P < 
0.01 respectively.   
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Table 3-a: Regression Coefficients 
 
a. Dependent Variable: Project performance 
b. Dependent variable: Level of innovation 
 
 
Table 3-b: Regression Output Summary of Outcomes of Championing Behavior 
 
 
5. CONCLUSIONS 
The research examined the broad hypothesis that championing behavior is influenced by 
individual and situational factors, which in turn effects on innovation and project 
performance. Data was collected with project managers and their project members working 
for general contractors in Singapore. The empirical results corroborated the hypothesized 
relationships. Championing behavior was greatly influenced by situational variables – 
resource supply, support for innovation, and decision authority, indicates that organization 
should show moral support and commitment, commit necessary funds, material, information 
and personnel to foster innovation, and view any change as an opportunity for improvement, 
not as a risk. In addition to sustained support from organization, providing autonomy and 
decision authority is also important for the successful implementation of innovation. PM’s 
championing behavior greatly influences project performance indicates that efforts are 
needed to create an environment which is conducive to nurture and facilitate PM’s role as a 
champion of innovation. This paper contributes to the study of innovation in construction by 
capturing the championing role of the PM.  
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